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FOREWORD

Congress through P.L. 95-627 directed the Depart-

ment of Agriculture to conduct three studies of the Child

Care Food Prorgram: (1) a study of licensing and other

barriers to participation in the program; (2) a study of

administrative and food service costs in participating day

care programs; and (3) a study of meal quality in participa-

ting day care centers and family day care homes. These

studies were conducted by Abt Associates Inc. under contract

to the Food and Nutrition Service of the U.S. Department of

Agr icul tur e.

The result of these studies are presented in three

volumes:

Volume I Final Re_ort of the Congressionally Mandated
Studies: Participation, Administrative and Food
Service Costs, and Meal Quality. This report
presents the findings of the three congression-

ally mandated reports. The volume contains

three separate reports, one for each of the
three studies. These individual reports are
designed as stand-alone reports, and, as such,
each contains the essential materials for the

overall evaluation of the program. The reports
are intended for non-technical audiences.

Technical material has been kept to a minimum

and, where possible, is presented in brief

appendices.

Volume II Technical Appendix: Part I. This report
presents detailed information on the study's

design and methodology. Topics covered include
survey design and implementation; conceptual

approach to cost and meal quality; and variable
construction. ,

Volume III Technical Appendix: Part II. This report
presents the survey questionnaire and observa-

tion protocols.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Overview of the Study

The Child Care Food Program (CCFP) provides

federal grants for meals served in nonresidential day care

centers and family day care homes. Although program bene-

fits are targeted for preschool children from low-income

families, all children attending participating day care

facilities receive the benefits of the CCFP. The Child

Nutrition Amendments of 1978 (P.L. 95-627) changed several

program regulations in order to facilitate participation in

the program. The 1978 Amendments directed the Food and

Nutrition Service of the Department of Agriculture to study

the administrative and food service costs of participating

institutions; the quality of meals served in particiating

institutions; and licensing and other barriers to participa-

tion in the CCFP.

The evaluation of the CCFP was conducted between

1979 and 1982 and was designed to address the three studies

mandated by P.L. 95-627. The overall study design recognized

that regulatory changes were likely to affect some of the

areas under study in the evaluation. Two data collection

,_ efforts were conducted. The first data collection effort

_' (Wave I) was conducted between January 1980 and March 1980,

r prior to the implementation of the regulatory changes
! .

_ stemming from the 1978 Amendments. A second data collection

(Wave II) was conducted between January 1981 and March 1981,

i allowing for the full implementation of the new regulations

which became effective May 1, 1980. Wave I provided baseline

? data on program costs, administrative practices, and program

participation as well as an assessment of meal quality.

Wave II provided comparative data on costs, administrative
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practices, and barriers to participation used to assess the
1

impact of the regulatory changes.

The Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981 (P.L.

97-35) initiated major changes in the CCFP. This new

legislation is intended to contain the cost of the CCFP,

while at the same time ensuring that subsidies available

through the program are more directly targeted at low-income

children. While this study was conducted prior to the

enactment of P.L. 97-35, many of the analyses conducted

offer insights into the potential effects of this legisla-

tion on program participation.

Summary of Findings

The results of this study indicate quite clearly

that the CCFP is meeting its goal of providing nutritious

meals to children in day care in an attempt to improve the

quality of their diets. The CCFP provides children in

participating day care centers and family day care tx_mes a

significant opportunity for receiving an adequate daily

dietary intake. In addition, the nutritional quality of the

diet and the quality and variety of food served are signifi-

cantly better in participating day care facilities than in

nonparticipating facilities.

While meal quality is significantly better in

participating day care facilities, the study also found that

costs are also significantly higher in participating day

care facilities. The CCFP provides a subsidy to partici-

paring day care centers rather than reimbursing such centers

for the full cost of their food programs. The study found

that the level of this subsidy is comensurate with the

difference in cost between participating and nonparticipating

1The regulatory changes were not expected to affect

meal quality. Following the recommendation of the study s
Advisory Panel, Wave II did not address meal quality.
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centers. From this perspective, the government, through the

CCFP, is paying only'for the difference in meal quality

between participating and nonparticipating centers.

Family day care is very different from center-based

care. Because small numbers of children are being cared for

in the provider's home rather than large numbers of children

being cared for in an institutional setting, the food

program costs in family day care are not comparable to those

of center-based care. In addition, the administrative

structure of the food program in participating family day

care programs is quite different from that in center-based

programs. In family day care programs the sponsor assumes

all administrative responsibility for the CCFP for all homes

under its umbrella. The current regulations operationally

distinguish--and establish separate ceilings for--food

program administrative costs and food service delivery costs

in family day care programs. Although the administrative

structure for homes is qui_e different from that of centers,

on a per-meal basis, the administrative costs in participating

family day care programs are, in fact, slightly lower than

that of participating center-based programs_ The major

difference in costs between participating centers and homes

is in food service delivery, where costs are markedly higher

in homes. This study found that this large difference in

food service costs is the direct result of the difference in
f

setting. Family day care providers purchase food for

children in their care in small quantities at local markets

rather than in large quantities from institutional suppliers,
I

- as day care centers do. In addition, family day care

providers prepare meals for small numbers of children, and

i as a consequence the labor cost per meal is substantially

higher than in day care centers.

The regulatory changes which resulted from the 1978

Amendments were intended to facilitate participation in the
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CCFP. This study, however, found that these changes did not

affect participation among eligible day care centers--the

participation rate among eligible centers has remained

essentially unchanged since 1976 when 60 percent of eligible

(i.e. nonprofit) day care centers were participating in the

program. In marked contrast, participation among family day

care homes has increased sharply since the implementation of

the regulatory changes in May 1980. This increase in family

day care participation resulted from the elimination of the

income eligibility requirements for family day care and the

separation of reimbursements for sponsor's administrative

· costs from reimbursements to homes. These t_D regulatory /

changes combined to sharply increase the-level of reimburse-

ments received by family day care providers--especially

those serving middle-income children.

The study also found that the increase in participa-

tion among family day care homes came about largely through

the expansion of the very large umbrella sponsors, rather

than the creation of new sponsors. New homes are concentrated

in the few very large sponsors (i.e., those with more .than

200 homes). By June 1981, 6 percent of the umbrella sponsors

accounted for 55 percent of all participating homes. The

study also found that the large umbrella sponsors benefit

from economies of scale and have significantly lower admin-

istrative costs per home than the small sponsors.

Whereas the intent of the 1978 Amendments was to

facilitate and expand program participation among family day

care homes, the most recent legislative changes (P.L. 97-35)

_ strive to contain costs and more sharply focus benefits on

children from low-income families. To this end, (1) adminis-

trative and food service reimbursements to umbrella sponsors

and homes were reduced by 10 percent; (2) the family day

care providers' own children are now eligible to participate

in the CCFP only if such children are eligible for free or
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reduced price meals; and (3) reimbursements will be made for

no more than two meals and one snack per child per day.

The effect of the cut in administrative reimburse- '

ments will be to force sponsors to reduce their administra-

tive costs or operate at a loss. It is therefore likely

that sponsors will change the way they administer the

program. Although it is difficult to predict where economies

will be made, the cost analyses indicate many sponsors will

probably cut back on the frequency of monitoring visits.

The reduction in reimbursements to family day care

providers is likely to be substantial and may be large

enough to affect participation. Virtually all homes currently

serve both a morning and an afternoon snack to children in

their care, and more than three-quarters (77 percent) of

participating family day care providers currently include

meals served to their own children in their claims for CCFP

reimbursements. Such providers are about equally divided

between those claiming one and those claiming two of their

own children. Since on average family day care providers

care for five children (including their own), the elimination

: of their own children from CCFP eligibility would reduce

reimbursements between 20 and 40 percent (depending upon the

caregiver' s family income and how many o f her own children

i were in care). The limitation on reimbursement to one snack

will result in a 15 to 27 percent reduction in reimbursements,

depending upon the number of other meals served.

The oombined effect of the changes will therefore

-_ have a large impact on CCFP reimbursements to family day

care providers. The reduction will range from 25 percent in

homes serving breakfast, lunch and two snacks, in which the

provider does not provide care to her own children, to 45 to

i 65 percent in homes where the provider cares for her own

children who are not income eligible. Cuts of this magnitude
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will almost certainly act to limit participation among

family day care homes.

The study's most important findings are detailed

below:

/ Meal Quality Findings
/

· Participating programs served more meals and

snacks than nonparticipating programs, par-
ticularly breakfast.

· Breakfasts and lunches served in all types of
programs were nutritionally well balanced.

· CCFP participants provided snacks which con-
tributed greater amounts of calories and nutrients

to the overall diet, and were significantly

better balanced than snacks served in nonpar-
ticipating programs.

· CCFP participants provided significantly greater
variety in the types of foods used for all meals

and snacks; participants less frequently repeated

the same meal or snack over a period of days.

· CCFP participants served significantly more of

the naturally high quality nutrient-source foods
examined in this evaluation (naturally rich

vitamin A foods, iron-rich foods, whole grain
breads and bread products).

· CCFP participants provided significantly greater

amounts of fruit, 100 percent fruit juice and

vegetables, across all meal and snack types
whereas nonparticipants served more fruit drinks.

· Participants served significantly fewer concentrated
sweets and sweet dessert foods, especially for

snacks, thereby supplying significantly lower
amounts of sucrose.

· Participants served significantly greater amounts
of milk.
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· The nutritional quality of the diet and the

quality and variety of foods served are improved
as more resources are devoted to nutrition

training.

· While the difference in meal quality between

participating and nonparticipating centers
appears to be related to differences in cost,

among participating centers meal quality is not
related to either administrative costs or

food service delivery costs.

7



Cost Findings

The cost findings are presented separately for

center-based care and family day care. The data reflect

costs as they existed in January 1980 and as such understate
2

the current cost of providing food services in day care.

A. Center-Based Day Care

· The monthly food program cost per center in
participating programs is more than twice that
of nonparticipating programs ($3,830 vs.
$1,790).

· Food service delivery costs in participating

programs are 62 percent higher than in non-

participating p_ograms ($1.57 per lunch vs.
$0.97 per lunch )

· Labor is the largest cost element of food service

delivery, accounting for about one-half of the
cost of food service for both participating and

nonparticipating programs. Yet participants

spend tM-thirds more per lunch fo_ labor than
non-participants ($0.82 vs. $0.49) = ·

· Differences in actual food costs between

participating and nonparticipating program are
relatively small when compared to differences

in labor costs. Participants spend an average
of $0.43 per lunch compared to $0.30 for

nonparticipants.

2 Comparison of Wave I and II cost data indicate

that the cost structure remained unchanged. That is,
differences in costs were the result of inflation rather

than a change in the real resources used to provide food
services.

_' 3Food service delivery costs were expressed in

terms of lunch equivalents in order to compare programs

serving different meal patterns to different numbers of
children.

4This difference in food service labor cost is

· largely attributable to the cost of caregivers eating

with children more frequently in participating centers.
In this study these costs have been considered as food
service costs, however, one might equally argue that such

costs are caregiving costs. If these costs are considered

caregiving then to include them in CCFP reimbursement
_ould be double counting since caregiving is included in

the day care fee charged to parents and/or the government.
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· There is evidence of economies of scales in meal

preparation. Centers which serve relatively

few children and meals devote markedly more

time per meal to meal preparation. This is
· true for both participants and nonparticipants

and results from the relatively fixed cost of a

cook's time being spread over more and more
meals.

· Program administration accounts for a significantly
larger proportion of total food program costs among

participants than among nonparticipa_s (17%
vs. 12.2%).

· The difference in administrative costs between

participants and nonparticipants can be explained
largely in terms of the specific administrative

requirements of the CCFP. Resources devoted
to tasks associated with these requirements
account for more than two-thirds of the total

resources allocated to food program administra-
tion among participating center-based programs.

· The CCFP reimbursed participating centers for an

average of 36 percent of their food program
costs. Although on the surface these reimburse-

ments appear low in relation to costs, much of
the shortfall is due to fractional reimbursemen t

for children in the reduced-price and paid

income eligibility categories. If all meals
had been reimbursed at the free rate, participating
centers would have been reimbursed for 68

percent of their total costs.

B. Family Day Care

· The cost of administering the CCFP for family day
care homes is very dependent on the size of
the sponsor. The large sponsors are able to

benefit from economies of scale--especially in
recordkeeping. Sponsors with more than 200
homes had administrative costs that were less

than one-half that of smaller sponsors ($18

vs. $39 per home per month).

· On a _er-meal basis the administrative costs in
family day care are less than that of center-

based care ($0.21 vs. $0.34 per lunch).

· Food service costs in family day care are

considerably higher than that of center-based
care ($2.54 vs. $1.57 per lunch). This difference
reflects the difference in setting (home vs.

institutional) rather than inefficiency on the
part of the family day care provider.



· Most of the difference in food service cost

between family day care and center-based care
is due to differences in labor costs rather

than food costs. While food costs are clear

and unambiguous in family day care, labor costs

are less clearly definable. Meal preparation
and direct caregiving take place simultaneously

and the assignment of caregivers' time to one

or the_othee_rr involves the application of a
decision rule. In this study, all time

spent cooking was considered meal preparation.
The estimated labor cost of $1.48 per lunch in

family day care should there_re be considered
an upper bound on such costs.

· Unlike center-based care, the reimbursement

rates for family day care are intended to be
sufficient to cover costs. While the rate
structure for administrative reimbursements is

sufficient to cover costs, the rates for food
service costs are not sufficient to cover both

food and labor costs as specified in the
legislation. The rates are sufficient to cover
only the cost of food.

· P.L. 95-627 and P.L. 97-35 are inconsistent

with respect to family day care reimbursements.

The CCFP cannot reduce reimbursements by 10
percent as specified in P.L. 97-35 while at the

same time satisfying the provision of P.L.
95-627 that such reimbursements be sufficient
to cover costs.

Participation Findings

· The regulatory changes which resulted from the
enactment of the 1978 Amendments have resulted

in a rapid expansion of participation among

family day care homes. However, the modest

increase in participation among day care
centers has been largely unrelated to these

regulatory changes.

5If one considers cooking incidental to care-

giving in family day care, then to include the labor cost

of meal preparation in the CCFP reimbursement would be
double counting since the cost of caregiving is included in

the fee charged to parents and/or the government (see
footnote 4).
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· The increase in participation among family day
care homes resulted from the combined effect of

the elimination of the income eligibility
criteria for family day care and the separation
of reimbursements for sponsors' administrative
costs from reimbursements to homes. These two

legislative changes (P.L. 95-627) greatly
increased the level of reimbursements received

'o

by family day care providers--especially those

serving middle-income children.

· The growth in family day care participation has
been concentrated in homes serving middle-income
children. Prior to the elimination of the

income eligibility criteria approximately
· one-third of the children served in participating

homes had their meals reimbursed at the paid
rate. In December 1981, between 57 and 67

percent of the children served would have been

in the paid income eligibility category.

· State agency directors reported the growth in

family day care participation has been concen-
trated in the few very large umbrella sponsors.

In the study sample, 90 percent of the increase
in homes between January 1980 and January 1981

was accounted for by three large sponsoring
agencies.

· The availability of tiering as an alternative

method of reimbursement for participating day
centers did not result in an increase in

participation among day care centers. Analysis
indicates that participation among eligible day

care centers is determined primarily by two

i _ factors--participation in other government
_- programs such as Title XX and the level of

potential reimbursements.

. · The primary reasons cited by newly participating

centers for joining the CCFP were either

general economic conditions, which emphasized a
i_ need for additional sources of revenue, or that

- they had just become aware of the CCFP.

/ j

\-.

t
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· Although the expansionary policy inherent in

P.L. 95-627 has since been superceded by a
desire to contain program costs (P.L. 97-35),

it is doubtful that the participation rate
among day care centers could be substantially
increased from current levels (60 percent).

Extremely large increases in the level of
reimbursements would be needed to significantly

increase participation among day care centers.
Even if all meals were reimbursed at full cost,

only one-third of nonparticipating centers

would participate in the CCFP. Such a policy
_Duld result in payments of $104 million to new

participants and would increase reimbursements
to current participants by $216 million.

12
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Child Care Food Program (CCFP) was established

in 1968 as the year-round component of the Special Food

Service Program for Children, a three-year pilot program

that also included a summer food service component. The

CCFP was originally designed to provide federal grants for
/

meals serve_tin nonresidential day care centers for preschool

children of low-income families and working mothers. By 1975

the CCFP had evolved as a separate program, and eligibility

was expanded to include all nonprofit day care centers as

well as licensed family day care homes (FDCHs) affiliated

with umbrella sponsors.

The 1975 Amendments were intended to expand program

participation, particularly among the many children receiving

care in FDCHs. The number of children receiving CCFP

benefits did expand considerably in response to the broadening

of the program's eligibility requirements, but by 1978 the

program was still reaching only a small proportion of the

children in out-of-home day care. Three years after FDCHs

became eligible, fewer than 12,000 FDCHs (serving only

51,000 children) were participating in the program. During

the same period, the rate of participation among eligible

day care centers also remained relatively low. In 1978, as

. in 1976, only 60 percent of nonprofit day care centers were

participating in the CCFP. 1

The Child Nutrition Amendments of 1978 permanently

authorized the CCFP and changed several program regulations

1The estimated 1976 participation rate is derived

from data from an earlier study of center-based day care
(Coelen, Glantz & Calore, 1979). The estimated 1978
participation rate is based upon data obtained in the

present study through telephone interviews with a random

sample of 775 nonprofit day care centers as part of the

_ effort to recruit participating and nonparticipating
centers for the on-site survey.




